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Abstract 
One of the common reasons recognised in promoting the green campus initiatives and the transition to more 
sustainable campus is the concern for climate change.  This research project seeks to explore emerging themes 
following the green campus initiative and to validate critical factors for successful green implementation through the 
means of empirical evidence through both quantitative and qualitative research approach. The study also hopes to 
develop a “customised” Green University Framework based on localisation approach and to explore the readiness of 
Malaysia Higher Institution to engage and gauge the important of implementing Green University (GU) initiatives at 
their respective organisation.  
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1. Background and Rationale 
1.1. Concept of corporate social responsibility (CSR) and triple bottom line (TBL) 
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is understood to be the way firms “integrate social, 
environmental and economic concerns into their values, culture, decision making, strategy and operations 
in a transparent and accountable manner and thereby establish better practices within the firm, create 
wealth and improve society” (Hohnen & Potts, 2007, p.4). As the awareness of creating and sustaining 
development has become more important, questions have been raised as to how the business sector 
addresses them. This is now also becoming an element of CSR. There is no concise definition in CSR but 
the most generic concept of CSR can be seen with reference to ISO 26000 Working Group on Social 
Responsibility (ISO Standards Development, 2007). Hence, CSR is defined as “Social responsibility (is 
the) responsibility of an organization for the impacts of its decisions and activities on society and the 
environment through transparent and ethical behavior that is consistent with sustainable development and 
the welfare of society; takes into account the expectations of stakeholders; is in compliance with 
applicable law and consistent with international norms of behavior; and is integrated throughout the 
organization.” As CSR issues become increasingly integrated into modern business practices, there is a 
trend towards referring to it as “responsible competitiveness” or “corporate sustainability” (Hohnen & 
Potts, 2007). Other terms used that related indirectly to the concept of CSR include corporate 
responsibility, corporate accountability, corporate ethics, corporate citizenship or stewardship, responsible 
entrepreneurship, and “triple bottom line” (Altman, 1998).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 1. Triple bottom line 
According to Widemann and Lenzen (2006), the concept of CSR is revolved around the notion of the 
“Triple Bottom Line” ‘(see Fig. 1). Triple Bottom Line (TBL) was first introduced by John Elkington 
(Elkington , 1997) to describe corporations moving beyond reporting only on their financial “bottom line” 
to assessing and reporting on the three spheres of sustainability: economic, social and environmental.  
TBL had been used regularly to encompass vast areas that cover social, economic and environmental 
indicators and to facilitate decision-makers to quantify trade-offs between different facets of sustainability 
(Wiedmann & Lenzen, 2006). 
Traditionally, businesses evaluate their own performance against one bottom line – the economic 
perspective (profit). However, with the increase of awareness in CSR, businesses are evaluating and 
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considering to what extend their business operations and processes have affected the environment and 
their communities. Therefore, the concept of Triple Bottom Line (TBL) enables companies to assess their 
performance against three bottom lines: environmental, social and economic.  However, it is imperative to 
acknowledge the uniqueness of each business and there is no generic approach to suit all organisations. 
As a result, it is important for each business to develop a business case in order justify the measureable 
value to invest in business sustainability. 
1.2. Green campus initiatives 
According to Roy, et al. (2008), there are two main issues in environmental programmes for the 
Higher Education (HE) which are reducing energy consumption and waste on campuses, and on 
“greening the curriculum”. One of the best way to reduce the environmental impact is by home-based and 
distance learning, including e-learning courses which is provided online via internet. The environmental 
impact become possible to be reduced because distance learning is eliminates or reduces the infrastructure 
and activities that used in conventional learning. The students and staffs fuel consumption can be reduced 
because they do not need to travel to the campus, and also the reduction of student’s accommodation, 
libraries and laboratories.  
According to Owens and Halfacre-Hitchcock (2006), several researchers acknowledge positive and 
negative aspects of the higher education institution’s role over green initiative. Higher Education (HE) 
institutions are stable, with the long-term thinking, obtain research and have educative goals which enable 
them to educate about sustainability. HE institute successfully combined local and global knowledge 
merge with the faculty, students and staffs talents to create synergies to develop new solutions. On the 
other hand, working within HE institute also has limitations. The time constrain often limit the students to 
be involved in short-term projects. The study of environmental impacts of HE was conducted because it is 
a fast growing service sector. This sector is a growing, consumer of energy and resources and generator of 
emission and waste. Total energy used of the UK HE building stock in 2002/2003 was 7.4 TWh, which is 
equals to 1.6 percent of UK’s industrial, commercial and public sector energy (Roy et al., 2008).  
Table 1. Student-led Green Campus Initiative; Source: Helferty & Clarke (2009) 
Type of Initiative Examples Number of Campuses 
Awareness-raising 
General awareness 
Green week 
Conference 
Recycling 
Action (fossil fools) 
Cycling and bike repair 
45 
15 
15 
13 
8 
6 
Assessments 
Campus sustainability 
Assessment framework 
GHG inventory 
31 
 
20 
Sustainability Funds Fund creation 8 
Residence Challenges Residence challenge 6 
On-campus Retrofits or Renewable Retrofit or on-campus renewable 5 
Energy production on campuses Energy production  
Multi-sectoral collaboration Strategic planning 
Go Beyond (British Columbia) 
5 
3 
Staff/faculty-focused Programs Sustainability ambassadors 1 
Policy Development Paper cut 
Offsets 
6 
3 
528   Keoy Kay Hooi et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  50 ( 2012 )  525 – 536 
Student Union Policy 
U Pass (for transportation by bus) 
3 
3 
Sanusi and Khelghat-doost (2008) further stated that ‘Education for Sustainable Development (ESD) 
also enables people to develop the knowledge, value and skills to participate in decisions about the way 
we do things, individually and collectively, locally and globally, that will improve the quality of life now 
without damaging the future of the planet. As such, institutions of higher learning will undoubtedly 
contribute greatly to this process.’ It is clear that the role of higher education institution is crucial in 
implementing the ESD principles because it is the place to educate young generation who will be leader 
in the future. The other role of higher education institution is to insert ESD principles in their strategic 
management as part of their responsibility to the society and achieve a sustainable recognition.  
There are several ways in the implementation of green campus initiative including the student-led 
initiative. Research conducted by Helferty and Clarke (2009) over 65 campuses in Canada found the 
correlation between type of initiative and number of campuses execute as shown in Table 1 below. 
2. Green Campus Initiatives Preliminary Investigation 
In order to explore the variables within the identified factors (people, place and process), interviews 
were conducted in both UCSI University and UiTM. The following table provided the interview 
questions, categorizing in 9 groups, what have been developed based on the purpose of the interview; 
sub-question also may be asked, depend on the level of understanding of the participants toward the 
questions. 
Table 2. Interview questions 
Categories Questions 
Level of knowledge 
Q1: What does Green Campus Initiative mean to you? 
Q1.1: What does the term sustainability mean to you? 
Level of 
acknowledgement 
Q2: Do you know whether there are any activities in relation to sustainability in your campus? 
Q2.1: Do you know that your university is currently initiating action to become a sustainable 
campus? 
Q2.2: If Yes, what is your source/s of info of this news 
Q2.3: In your opinion, how effective are these activities advocating for green campus sustainability? 
Level of importance Q3: What are your thoughts on the usefulness of sustainability within the campus? Do you think the sustainability concept is important to your university? 
Sustainable factors 
Q4: Do the following factors influence your attitude to support the sustainable campus initiatives? 
(1-No; 2- A littler; 3—neutral; 4-strnong; 5- very strong) 
Level of sustainability Q5: Indicate your opinion on level of sustainability concept importance rank. 
Individual participation 
in sustainable activity 
Q6: Have you participated/organized any activities relating to green campus? If yes, how was the 
experience? If no, why? 
Q6.1: If yes, how frequently do you participate in the following sustainable activities? 
Q7: In your opinion, how can we encourage people to get involved in sustainable activities? 
Barriers to sustainability 
Q8: What are the difficulties faced by universities in trying to establish a sustainable green campus? 
Q8.1: What should be the role of (students, management staff, and academics) in overcoming these 
barriers? 
Potential Initiates Q9: How can universities work to become a sustainable campus? 
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Q9.1: Do you have any ideas on how to improve or upgrade assets and facilities to develop a 
sustainable campus? 
2.1.  Case Study Focus Group of Two Universities in Malaysia 
There were three groups of participants from UCSI University and one group participants from UiTM 
involved in this focus group. The participants from UCSI University were divided by the participants’ 
position. In other words, each group represented a particular group in the university, namely, students, 
staff and managers; while participants from UiTM were grouped into one. 
From the interview, it was found that there were some answers were similar among these four groups; 
while some questions have various differences due to their positions and some other reasons. 
Table 3. Responses to the questions 
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3. Theoretical Underpinning and Conceptual Framework Development 
The proposed framework for the next phase of this research will be based on the process flow as in 
Fig. 2 below. The success of Sustainable Performance Measurement (SPM) will be determined with the 
integration of strategic planning and day-to-day operations (Jamali, 2006). The flow started with the 
inputs which are strategic and operational level that will develop the socio cultural behaviour. This factor 
is the initial planning of the sustainable concept that will determine the strategic level of the organization. 
The combination of strategic level and operational level will determine the success of GCI.  
 
 
Fig. 2. Green campus initiative process flow 
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From the process flow diagram above (Figure 1), then we are purposing a framework for the 
implementation of GCI as can be seen in the proposed framework below. Based on the framework, the 
success of GCI was influenced by many factors. From the strategic level, the factors will be economic 
viability, assets optimization, and sustainable business opportunities. This strategic level will come from 
top management in an organization, and will become the core concept of the whole implementation of 
GCI programmes. The concept and understanding of this strategy not only need to be known and applied 
by the top management, but need to be spread to the entire organization’s part.   
The execution of concept developed in the strategic level will be in the operational level which all the 
necessary things for the success of GCI will be done in this level. There are some factors in the 
operational level which are green solution, unit training and unit operation. These strategic and 
operational factors will determine the socio cultural factor as the intermediary factor. The success of GCI 
concept and implementation will also be influenced by drivers and barriers. The impact of each driver and 
barrier will be examined later in the questionnaire. The output or result of this concept will be tangible 
and intangible.  
3.1.  Facilities management concept: people, place and process 
It is found that people, process and place play a significant role in building a sustainable campus; 
moreover, Maas and Pleunis (2001) give the relation between these three components and explain the 
three principles as follows:  
x People: is about human resource and talent management, about developing and sharing knowledge, 
about culture and management style; Providing the people of the organization with good Indoor 
Environmental Quality (IEQ) is just the beginning. Amenities that support staff and the community 
also fall into this category.  
x Process: involves the primary and secondary processes of the organization. These processes are the 
value adding steps the organization performs; The site and building development process are obvious, 
as is the outfitting and maintaining of the facility over its life cycle. Workplace strategies, standards 
and policies can also enhance sustainability by lessening the amount of space needed and therefore 
minimizing the built environment’s impact.  
x Place: involves all aspects of housing. Deciding on the location of the building, the functional and 
technical flexibility, etc. Place involves also the facilities in the building and services delivered there. 
Every FM process from procurement of property and space, mail and food services, maintenance, 
work order management, conference support, office supplies, transportation and the host of others that 
FM’s lead have a direct bearing on not only the organization but also the environment. “Quality 
service” is no longer just about the business of the business, the business of sustainability is also a part 
of the quality dimension.  
x It is clear that these three components are interacting with each other. When the quality processes are 
delivered to the organization, people have an impact. When those same processes are optimized in how 
they affect the world around the people and then people have much greater impact  
x Seen in this perspective, it becomes clear that each of these cannot be seen individually without taking 
into account the rest two aspects. For instance, when deciding on basic housing aspects like location 
and functionality, the primary and secondary processes of the organization have to be taken into 
account. The decision on housing will also affect people; they will use the building to perform their 
various jobs.  
x Nutt (2000) explains that knowledge is the key to the people, process, and place principle. This 
knowledge is needed to perform facility management well. It is in fact the link between the field of 
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place and the two fields of people and process. This relation between people, process, place and 
knowledge is depicted in fig 3.  
 
Fig. 3.  To perform tasks relating to place knowledge of people and process in needed; Source: Nutt, (S2000) 
When processing on becoming a sustainable campus, it is about three Ps: people, process, and place. 
These three aspects of an organization cannot be looked at separately, the relation between the three 
aspects is very important. Process and people tell us what the demands on place are.  
3.2.  Strategic level 
 “Despite the cynicism that many in universities feel about corporations, dramatic change is underway 
in many companies” (Walton & Galea, 2005). One of the dramatic changes is a change in how western 
business views its responsibilities in matter pertaining environmental sustainability. Businesses use to 
view environmental sustainability as a cost of doing business but currently it has been viewed as a 
potential source of competitive advantage and market opportunity. Thus, businesses are now seeking 
ways to attain competitive advantage through greening activities from pursuing pollution prevention, 
waste stream reduction, resource conservation, energy efficiency and eco-friendly products. The shift of 
business paradigm has raises question on whether universities are able to view environmental activities as 
a sustainable business opportunity. It is common for non-business people to be unaware of the fact that 
the natural environment and sustainability have become integral in every aspect of business.   
3.3.  Operational level 
According to Creighton (1999), “the greening of higher educational institutions can be defined as the 
process of reducing the multitude of on- and off-site environmental impacts resulting from campus 
decisions and activities, as well as raising environmental awareness within the human communities of a 
college or university” (Dahle &Neumayer, 2001). It is said that higher educational (HE) institutional is 
the best place to begin greening activities because principles of awareness and stewardship can be taught 
at the same time. Although, there are many colleges and universities have started greening activities as 
part of their responsibilities towards sustainable development (Khan, 1996), there are still long way to go 
before the reduction in environmental impacts resulting from greening activities can be seen (Smith, 
1993). 
According to Smith (1993), “HE institution can be described as ``microcosms'' of environmental 
problems facing the larger society in numerous ways (Dahle & Neumayer, 2001). It is describe as a 
microcosms due to the hazardous chemicals used in laboratories which can caused water pollution and 
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ozone depletion, noise and air pollution from transportation to and from campus and carbon dioxide 
emissions from the burning of oil and natural gas to heat water and to maintain the right temperature of 
buildings (Creighton, 1999). Thus, greening activities in campuses able to reduce environmental problems 
and prevent environmental degradation. Environmental sustainability does not exist by itself instead it 
requires the effort in reducing environmental threats from trade, transportation to air borne pollutants.  
3.4.  Community based 
Campus sustainability has been the focused for many years before; however, there are still ample room 
to achieve sustainability through higher education and campus operations management (Bardati, 2006; 
Moore, et al., 2005). A case study on the exploration of the centre piece of the Sierra Youth Coalition 
Sustainable Campus Initiative for University of Prince Edward Island (UPEI) in Canada so called the 
Campus Sustainability Assessment Framework (CSAF) was drawn out to meet Sustainability of Higher 
Education (SHE) needs to advocate policy change in the university sector by making sustainability 
important in the decision making processes on campus, to compare sustainability across campuses, to 
enhance the understanding about campus sustainability among faculty staff and students and to promote 
and raise this issue in the Canadian higher education sector (Cole &Wright, 2005). Basically, CSAF is a 
specifically designed audit tool for the Canadian campuses to promote the effort of SHE in the Canadian 
community. The two main systems that CSAF focuses in assessing campus sustainability are people and 
ecosystem. “The people system lies within the eco-system, representing supportive function of the 
environment in sustaining human life” (Beringer, 2006). CSAF was then applied to University of Prince 
Edward Island and it was found that UPEI was lacking of sustainability program compared to other 
Canadian university. Thus, improvement on resource or energy efficiency, conservation of non-renewable 
resources such as fossil fuels, minimization of gas emissions and the enhancement on awareness of 
environmental and sustainability issues through engaging students and faculty in more sustainable 
practices were made as part of the CSAF effort in achieving campus sustainability through campus 
operations (Beringer, 2006). 
 
 
Fig. 4.  Linking theoretical to conceptual framework 
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4. Proposition of Successful GCI: 3A’s Approach 
One of the issues to be considered in implementing low carbon footprint within the Malaysian 
construction industry successfully is to take into consideration the state of “readiness” among participants 
in addition to the system as an entity itself. The most important factor for any new system implementation 
is to create and instill a cultural of readiness and acceptance among the participants. It has to be a “pull 
oriented” implementation rather than “push oriented” approach. The willingness of contractor to 
participate and join the revolutionary system is most crucial to ensure the success of project 
implementation.  
Taking into consideration of the current challenges within the current construction industry, the 
concept of 3As Mechanism Framework is proposed to be adopted and implemented to achieve a 
sustainable and successful implementation in Malaysia as show in Figure 5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 5.  3A’s mechanisms framework 
x Mechanism 1: Awareness 
In order for any new strategy/system to be understood and accepted in the context of an organization 
or National, the challenge is to create a mechanism of awareness. Many contractors and even engineers 
are not well aware of the green supply chain initiatives and not involved with the use of any system in 
their construction methods. Therefore, in order to create awareness among practicing engineers and 
contractors, campaign to reassure that the initiatives are able to provide fast, economical and high 
quality products should be carried out 
x Mechanism 2: Acceptance 
Although the concept has been successfully implemented elsewhere, for example in UK or Europe, 
local participant would find difficult in attempt to relate this success in their local context. By having a 
community portal, discussions and issues raised in this portal related to their local environment and 
because of the sense of belonging and participation, the chances are high for them to accept the 
change. 
x Mechanism 3: Assimilation 
Once the user “accepts” that the initiatives relate close to their perceived values and their surrounding 
environment, the next question for them is “What should l do to implement these initiatives?” In order 
words this mechanism is the easiest phase to implement because the user themselves understand the 
need to change and willing to accept the change. 
 
How ready am I? 
“Perceived Value” “Sense of belonging” “Localisation” 
Where am I now? What should l do? 
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